This review presents the occurrence of 62 parasitic copepod species from 72 different fish species (64 wild, two cultured, seven from aquarium) from Turkey.
INTRODUCTION

MATERIAL AND METHODS
Information from all available references on parasitic copepod of fishes in Turkey (journal publications, reports of research projects, thesis, proceedings of congress, symposium proceedings) from 1931 to 2015 was gathered to provide parasite-host lists.
The scientific names of all parasites, host fishes and their synonyms were checked according to Bilecenoğlu et al. (2014) , Çiçek et al. (2015) and the electronic sites; Eschmeyer (2015) ; Froese and Pauly (2015) , ITIS (2015) ; WoRMS Editorial Board (2015), concerning with the classification (Tabs. 1 and 2). 
RESULTS
Review list on parasitic copepod of fish from Turkey is arranged by providing parasite species name, host fish, location of host fish capture, infestation site and author, date of published record (Tab. 3). Although parasitic copepods at species and genera level were reported from marine fish, only species level will be considered here.
This review presents the occurrence of 62 parasitic copepod species from 72 different fish species (64 wild, two cultured, seven from aquarium) of Turkey.
Diversity of parasitic copepods according to order are as follows: Cyclopoida with two species; Poecilostomatoida with 14 species; Siphonostomatoida with 46 species (Fig. 1) . Five families are dominant in terms of diversity of parasitic copepods according to family such as: Lernaeopodidae with 15 species, Caligidae with 12 species, Lernanthropidae with 10 species, Ergasilidae with nine species, Pennellidae with six species (Fig. 2) . Reports of parasitic copepods from Turkey are compatible according to literature in terms of infestation site on host fishes such as caligids from gill filaments, body surface, lernanthropids from gill filaments.
Ergasilidae species were reported from 25 different host fish species; Lernaeidae from 16 different host fish species; Caligidae from 15 different host fish species; Lernaeopodidae from 15 different host fish species; Lernanthropidae from eight different host fish species and Pennellidae from six different host fish species (Fig. 3) . Parasitic copepods were reported 40 marine fish species; 20 freshwater host species; seven aquarium fish; three transitional species; two culture fish species. Only two copepod species (Lernaeopoda galei, Pandarus bicolor) were recorded as parasitic on the two chondrichthyans species (Fig. 4) . Host species belonged to the following functional group categories: one benthopelagic, 21 demersal, 11 pelagic species (Fig. 5) . 
CONCLUSIONS
The parasitic copepods are one of the most important enemies of fish. There were done several studies about parasitic copepods in Turkey. This review is aimed to update the species list of the parasitic copepods reported from host fish in aquarium and farm conditions, marine and freshwater habitats of Turkey. It includes new parasitic copepod species records with host according to changes in classification.
Several studies on diversity of parasitic copepods in fish from freshwater and marine water habitats have been studied in the world (Dippenaar, Fish-parasite checklist studies are important taxonomic documents obtaining the fishparasite relationships, host selectivity and geographic distribution of fish parasites. They may contribute as baseline data in the disciplines of parasitology, zoology, medicine, environmental science in terms of determining biological diversity, treatment and control of parasites, identification of parasite, determining host selectivity and geographic distribution of fish zoonoses, compare of fish parasite fauna of local, regional and worldwide .
Online databases about flora and fauna were created by both civil society organizations and international science centres in a virtual environment developing with the information age. Online database such as ITIS; Fishbase, WoRMS, shark-references.com, etc., can contribute to the demonstration of biodiversity, taxonomy of the species of the existing flora and fauna and their geographic, the provision of bio-ecological characteristics, also fulfils a really important task by revising and updating the addition of new species presented to the scientific world .
Checklist studies about fish parasites can give information of host specificity, geographic distribution, bio-ecological characteristics between parasite and host. They may constitute a source for scientists as zoologists, parasitologists, ecologists, etc., working about fish parasites and also useful in minimizing of doubtful, error reports and notifications of both the parasite-host. Checklists are important in achieving all of data about parasite and hosts among the countries at a glance. But, you know that valid names and synonymies of parasite and host species may be changed. Reports of parasite findings may be published at different/same dates and regions by different researchers. Some information can not be reached. Although checklist studies are important, they need to revise and update and it must be delivered to many readers. In this sense, checklist studies may contain little restrictive and not current information, hence these constitute disadvantages. Therefore, we want to specify the examples that the opinion that the more efficient the database .
Ecological conditions, habitat properties and fish diversity can be different in each country. For these reasons, data obtained from various countries cannot be compared with each other. Our aim is to reveal the parasitic copepod diversity for fishes in Turkey.
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
The author thank to the anonymous reviewers and the editors of Transylvanian Review of Systematical and Ecological Research for the valuable, critical and helpful comments on the manuscript.
